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ABSTRACT 


The  perceptions  of  technology  transfer  agents  and  indi¬ 
viduals  who  staff  the  Office  of  Research  and  Technology 
Applications  (ORTA)  at  Federal  laboratories  and  agencies  are 
investigated  in  this  thesis.  Specific  areas  which  are 
studied  are  (1)  a  description  of  the  technology  transfer 
office,  (2)  the  form  of  initial  contact  bet%ieen  technology 
tramsfer  agents  and  users,  (3)  the  technology  transfer  pro¬ 
cess  employed,  (4)  technology  transfer  agent  and  ORTA  demo¬ 
graphics  and  (5)  areas  where  the  technology  transfer  process 
effectiveness  can  be  increased. 

The  conclusion  identifies  areas  which  the  technology 
tramsfer  agents  and  ORTA's  perceive  as  needing  improvement 
in  the  technology  transfer  process  both  within  the  laUsoratory 
and  from  the  parent  agency  and  also  from  the  Federal  govern¬ 
ment.  The  perceptions  of  the  ORTA's  in  the  implementation 
of  the  Stevenson-Wydler  Technology  Innovation  Act  are  also 
discussed.  Recommendations  are  proposed  vdiich  address  the 
technology  transfer  agents'  amd  ORTAs'  areas  of  concern. 
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I.  INTRODOCTIOW 


A.  BACKGROUND 

Total  outlays  of  Federal  funds  for  research,  development 
and  R&O  plant  for  FY80  were  $31,811.7  million  and  it  was 
estimated  that  in  FY82  that  figure  vrould  increase  to 
$39,762.3  million — an  increase  of  12.7%  [Ref.  1:  p.  141]. 
These  funds  are  distributed  to  over  four  hundred  Federal 
laboratories  and  centers  throughout  the  nation  [Ref.  2;  p. 
108] .  Some  of  these  laOsoratories  and  agencies  are  members 
of  the  Federal  Laboratory  Consortium  (FLC)  for  Technology 
Transfer — an  organization  of  Federal  R&D  laboratories  and 
centers  representing  the  major  departments  of  government  in 
addition  to  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Aibiiinistra- 
tion,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  purpose  of  the  Consortium  is  to  co¬ 
ordinate  interactions  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  tech¬ 
nology  users  at  the  Federal,  state  and  local  level,  with  the 
focus  on  the  transfer  and  adaptation  of  technology  through 
person-to-person  contact  [Ref.  2t  p.  110] .  The  FLC  cur¬ 
rently  is  coursed  of  230  members,  of  idaich  115  are  Federal 
Laboratory  representatives. 

The  coordination  of  technology  transfer  at  the  Federal 
laboratories  and  agencies  (whether  or  not  they  are  meadtaers 
of  the  FLC)  is  accomplished  throu^  a  technology  transfer 
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coordinator  or  agent.  This  la  a  generic  term  referring  to 
am  individual  at  a  ladx>ratory  who  is  the  point  of  contact 
for  technology  tramsfer  information.  In  addition  to  main'- 
taining  contact  with  FLC  and  non-FLC  members,  technology 
tramsfer  agents  aure  atlso  exposed  to  new  technologies  de¬ 
veloped  by  state  amd  local  governments  amd  private  organiza¬ 
tions.  Thus,  the  agent  can  often  bring  together  a  user  who 
has  a  problem  with  those  who  have  already  solved  the  problem 
or  who  are  working  on  it. 

The  position  of  technology  tramsfer  agent  was  more  for¬ 
mally  amd  legally  defined  when  Congress  passed  the  Stevenson 
Wydler  Technology  innovation  Act  of  1980  (P.L.  96-480) 
(Appendix  A  contains  the  law  in  total) .  The  Act  was  passed 
in  order  ”to  promote  United  States  technological  innovation 
for  the  achievement  of  national  economic,  environmental  and 
social  goals,  and  for  other  purposes”  [Ref.  3:  p.  2311]. 

Section  11  of  the  Act  addresses  the  utilization  of  Fed¬ 
eral  technology  by  stating  that  the  "Federal  Government 
shall  strive  «diere  appropriate  to  transfer  federally  owned 
or  originated  technology  to  state  and  local  governments  and 
to  the  private  sector”  [Ref.  3:  p.  2318].  The  law  requires 
an  Office  of  Research  and  Technology  ^plications  (ORTA) 
with  at  least  one  professional  individual  full-time  as  staff 
for  each  Federal  laboratory  having  a  total  annual  budget  ex¬ 
ceeding  $20  nuLllion;  and  after  30  Septwnber  1981,  each 
Federal  agency  which  operated  or  directed  one  or  more 


Federal  laboratories  was  to  make  available  not  less  than 
0.5%  of  the  agency's  research  and  development  budget  to  sup¬ 
port  the  technology  transfer  function  at  the  agency  and  its 
laboratories,  including  support  of  the  Office  of  Research 
and  Technology  Applications.  <The  Act  defines  "Federal 
laboratory"  as  any  laboratory,  any  federally  funded  research 
and  development  center,  or  any  center  established  speci* 
fically  by  the  Act  (see  Sections  6  and  8  of  the  Act)  that 
is  owned  auid  funded  by  the  Federal  Government,  whether 
operated  by  the  Government  or  by  a  contractor.) 

There  was  not  unanimous  support  for  this  particular  por¬ 
tion  of  the  legislation  by  the  Federal  agencies.  The  Na¬ 
tional  Science  Foundation,  commenting  on  the  Act  prior  to 
its  passage,  stated. 

He  appreciate  the  impulse  behind  these  requirements  and 
the  wish  to  eBq>hasize  the  importance  of  technology  trams- 
fer  efforts.  But  in  our  view  the  requirements  themselves 
would  be  unwise  and  administratively  unsound.  In  general, 
legislative  prescription  of  administrative  structures  and 
staffing  patterns  at  this  level  of  detail  seems  to  us  in¬ 
appropriate  and  intrusive  on  functions  of  the  executive 
branch  and  its  managers.  Applied  to  ladsoratories  and 
centers,  many  of  which  have  been  deliberately  placed  under 
independent  operation,  it  seems  especially  so.  [Ref.  4: 

pp.  60-61] 

The  Department  of  Commerce  responded  to  the  proposal  by 
stating: 

As  other  federal  agencies  have  stated  in  letters  to  you 
[Ref.  Don  Fuqua,  Chairman,  Bouse  Committee  on  Science  and 
Technology] ,  the  Administration  believes  the  policy  of  set 
asides  [funds]  as  stipulated  in  subsection  11(b)  is  neither 
administratively  sound  nor  appropriate.  Not  all  federal 
laboratories  have  research  programs  which  generate  signi¬ 
ficant  quantities  of  information  which  could  be  usefully 
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transferred.  It  would  be  ifasteful  to  require  these  labors-  . 
torles  to  establish  technology  transfer  offices. .. .The  spe¬ 
cified  aintaiuM  staffing  requlreoMnt  and  budgetary  set  aside 
are  also  ob^ctlonable. .  .the  set  aside  dictates  a  nultl- 
mllllon  dollar  progran  In  a  «dK>le  range  of  agencies  at  the 
expense  of  other  existing  and  loportant  prograsis.  [Ref.  4: 
pp.  51-52] 

Despite  these  concerns  from  the  Federal  agencies,  the 
Stevenson-wydler  Act  passed,  with  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  the  National  Science  Foundation  being  charged  with  ad- 
aUnlsterlng  the  programs.  Virtually  all  funds  under  the  Act 
for  the  Commerce  Department  were  eliminated  by  the  Reagan 
budget  makers.'  The  Carter  Administration's  1982  budget  had 
called  for  a  variety  of  Innovation  programs  but  only  about 
$17  million  survived  In  the  Reagan  revision  ($1  million  of 
which  Is  for  studies  on  Innovation  amd  technology  transfer) . 
Commerce  Deputy  Secretary  ffrlght  argued  the  Administration's 
vle«rpolnt  by  stating  that  technological  Innovations  and  the 
Improvment  of  productivity  are  the  responsibility  of  the 
private  sector  and  will  prosper  arisen  the  economic  climate  Is 
favorable  [Ref.  5t  p.  627] . 

B.  OBJECTIVES 

?nie  objective  of  this  thesis  Is  to  gather  Information  on 
the  Office  of  Rsseardh  and  Technology  Applications  (hereafter 
referred  to  as  ORTA)  at  the  FedUiral  laboratories  subject  to 
Section  11(b)  of  the  Stevenson-Nydler  Act  and  on  the  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  agents  at  other  Federal  laboratories.  There 
Is  a  need  to  assess  these  positions  currently.  In  light  of 


budgetary  changes  and  the  passage  of  the  Stevenson-Wydler 
Act. 

In  preparation  for  this  assessment,  telephone  interviews 
were  conducted  between  December,  1981  and  February,  1982  to 
gain  background  information  from  those  ORTA's  and  technology 
transfer  agents  in  the  field  on  their  perceptions  of  the 
Stevenson-wydler  Act.  Additionally,  the  author  attended  a 
meeting  of  the  Federal  L2Jx}ratory  Consortium  (Far  West  Re¬ 
gional  Meeting)  in  Febr\iary,  1982  at  the  Lawrence  Livermore 
National  Laboratory  to  gather  first-hand  information  on  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  issues  from  key  individuals  in  the  field. 

The  background  information  that  had  been  gathered  was  used 
to  develop  a  questionnaire  which  was  reviewed  for  accuracy, 
understandability  and  relevance  by  a  group  of  individuals 
experienced  in  technology  transfer  efforts.  Any  questions 
which  were  determined  unsuitable  were  removed. 

The  revised  questionnaire  (see  Appendix  B)  was  mailed  to 
the  technology  tramsfer  agents  atnd  ORTA's  of  123  Federal 
laboratories  and  agencies  throughout  the  Onited  States  during 
July,  1982  (23  of  these  were  non-FLC  members) .  Sixty  ques¬ 
tionnaires  were  returned,  representing  a  response  rate  of 
49%. 

A  literature  search  was  also  conducted  «dilch  resulted  in 
numerous  articles  on  the  technology  transfer  process  and  cor¬ 
responding  legislation.  Information  was  found  on  previous 
data  gathering  efforts  conducted  on  technology  transfer 
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II .  SURVEY  DESIGN  AND  RESULTS 


A.  SURVEY  DESIGN 

The  Technology  Transfer  Questionnaire  was  patterned  after 
a  questionnaire  developed  by  the  Ohio  Technology  Tramsfer 
Organization  (OTTO)  and  administered  in  1961  to  users  of 
technology  transfer  [Ref.  6] .  Although  not  every  item  of 
that  questionnaire  was  repeated  in  the  present  questionnaire, 
it  was  felt  that  it  would  be  useful  to  compare  the  percep¬ 
tions  of  users  of  technology  transfer  with  those  of  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  agents  oh  similar  questions  appearing  in  both 
sxirveys.  A  conqparison  between  the  responses  of  the  tw  sur¬ 
veys  is  made  for  questions  5,  7  and  8.  Additional  questions 
were  asked  of  technology  transfer  agents  and  ORTA's  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  telephone  interviews  and  literature  readings.  The 
questionnaire  encompassed  questions  dealing  with  (1)  the 
technology  transfer  office  description,  (2)  the  form  of  ini¬ 
tial  contact  between  the  technology  transfer  agent  and  the 
user,  (3)  the  technology  transfer  process,  (4)  the  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  agent  demographics,  and  (5)  areas  to  in¬ 
crease  technology  transfer  effectiveness. 

Tables  1  through  20  represent  the  responses  for  each 
question  by  the  respondents.  Question  21  required  the  re¬ 
spondent  to  write  an  answer  (s)  and  these  aure  compiled  in 
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Appendix  C.  A  brief  summary  of  these  responses  is  indi¬ 
cated  within  this  chapter. 

The  questionnaire  was  designed  to  be  2ui8wered  by  the 
technology  transfer  agent  or  omfA  at  the  Federal  labora¬ 
tory  or  agency.  Because  the  respondents  were  asked  to 
remain  anonymous,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  all  the  re¬ 
sponses  are  those  of  the  targeted  group.  The  following 
chart  is  a  breakdotm  of  where  the  surveys  were  sent  and 
rate  of  return: 


Geographic  Area 

Nuoiber 

Sent 

Number 

Returned 

Rate  of 
Return 

Northeast  Region 

(MA,  NJ,  NH,  NY,  CT,  RI) 

20 

11 

55% 

MidAtlantic  Region 

(VA,  MD,  WVA,  WASH  DC,  PA) 

31 

17 

55% 

Southeast  Region 

(FLA,  MS,  ALA,  TN,  MC) 

16 

7 

44% 

Hidifest  Region 

(OH,  IL,  MI,  WI,  IN,  MN,  lA) 

17 

5 

29% 

Midcontinent  Region 

(TX,  NM,  WY,  or,  CO,  OK) 

16 

7 

44% 

Far  West  Region 
(CA,  ID,  WASH) 

23 

12 

52% 

Unkno%m 

1 

TOTAL 

123 

60 

49% 
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Nuabar 

Sant 


Number  Rate  of 
Returned  Return 


Government  Departnent /Agency 


75% 

58% 

0 

25% 

10% 

83% 

41% 

0 

40% 

100% 

0 

49% 

of  the 

governmental  agencies  and  departments  listed  above 
were  sent  sxirveys:  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  USCG,  USN,  OSAF, 

USA,  Fish/Wildlife  Service,  Geological  Survey,  FDA, 
Forest  Service,  National  Telecommunication  and  In¬ 
formation  Administration,  and  National  Bureau  of 
Standards . 

B.  SURVEY  RESULTS 
Queatione  1  and  2: 

Eleven  of  the  sixty  respondents  indicated  that  the  of¬ 
fice  through  which  technical  information  or  assistance  is 
available  was  the  Office  of  Research  and  Technology  J^plica- 
tions  (ORTA) .  Twenty-five  responses  used  the  words  "tech¬ 
nology"  or  "technical"  in  the  title  with  "technology  transfer" 
and  "technology  utilization"  being  the  most  common  terms. 

The  remaining  24  responses  varied  in  description  (l.e. 


Dept. 

Of 

Transportation 

4 

3 

Dept. 

of 

Defense 

48 

28 

Dept. 

of 

Justice 

1 

0 

Dept. 

of 

Interior 

4 

1 

Dept. 

of 

Health/Human  Services 

10 

1 

Dept. 

of 

Agriculture 

6 

5 

Dept. 

of 

Energy 

32 

13 

Dept. 

of 

Comaerce 

2 

0 

Other 

Agencies 

NASA 

10 

4 

EPA 

m 

3 

3 

TVA 

1 

0 

Unkno%m 

2 

TOTAL 

123 

60 

Note:  Laboratories  at  the  following  subdivisions 


TABLE  1 


Queation  1:  What  is  the  nans  of  the  office  at  your  labora 
tory  through  which  technical  information  or  assistance  is 
available? 


Response: 

11  (18%)  Office  of  Research  and  Technology  Applications 
(ORTA) 

25  (42%)  Technology  Transfer,  Technology  Utilization  (or 
technology  in  name) 

24  (40%)  Other.  (e.g.  R&O,  Public  Affairs,  Planning  2md 
Developing,  Programming) 


TABLE  2 

Question  2:  What  is  the  organizational  title  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  who  heads  the  office  descrilsed  above? 

Response: 

« 

17  (28%)  Director/Assistant  Director 

18  (32%)  Nanager/Head/Chief 

11  (18%)  Technology  Coordinator /Techno logy  Officer 
13  (22%)  Other. 


Questions  3  and  4: 

42%  of  those  questioned  responded  that  their  job  as  a 
techzK>logy  transfer  agent  was  a  full-time  position  with  the 
remaining  58%  of  the  respondents  indicating  that  their  posi¬ 
tion  was  part-time.  The  average  number  of  full-time  assis¬ 
tants  was  5  while  the  average  number  of  part-time  assistants 
was  4  (Tables  3  and  4) . 
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TABLE  3 


Quaatlon  3:  Is  your  position  as  Technology  Transfer  Agent  a 
full'tlM  or  a  part-time  job? 

Response  s 

25  (42%)  Full-time 
35  (58%)  Part-time 


TABLE  4 


Question  4 :  How 

many  assistants 

does  the  Technology  Trans 

fer  Agent  have? 

Response: 

FULL-TIME 

NUMBER 

PART-TIME 

NUMBER 

Mean: 

5.2 

Mean: 

4 

Range: 

Range: 

High 

60 

High 

9 

Low 

1 

Low 

1 

Node: 

1,3,4 

Mode: 

1 

Question  S: 

The  three  most  common  methods  by  which  users  learned 
about  technology  transfer  activities  at  the  laboratory  (as 
perceived  by  the  technology  transfer  agents)  were  through 
personal  contact  by  technical  (R&D)  staff,  through  personal 
contacts  made  by  a  technology  transfer  staff  member  and  by 
attending  conferences,  workshops  and  seminars.  The  method 
utilized  least  of  all  was  radio  or  television  stories  (Table 
5).  This  is  a  common  perception  from  the  user's  point  of 
view  also  as  indicated  in  the  OTTO  Survey  where  ten  of 
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tw«nty-four  raspondanta  notad  that  thay  or  someone  in  their 
organisation  first  learned  ^x)ut  technology  transfer  acti¬ 
vities  by  personal  contact  being  made  with  a  technology 
transfer  staff  member.  Several  respondents  to  the  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  questionnaire  chose  to  write  in  additional 
methods  which  the  reader  can  refer  to  in  Table  5. 


TABLE  5 

Question  5:  What  is  the  most  common  method  by  which  users 
learn  about  Technology  Transfer  activities  at  your  laboratory? 

Response: 

25  Personal  contact  by  technical  (R&O)  staff 
4  Ttipough  newspaper  articles 
1  Through  radio  or  television  stories 
19  Personal  contacts  made  by  a  Technology  Transfer  Staff 

8  By  word  of  mouth  between  users 

10  Through  association  contacts  or  newsletters  (i.e.  trade 
associations.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  etc.) 

18  Attending  conferences,  workshops,  seminars 

21  Other: 

(1)*  all  of  the  above 

(13)  through  publication  of  newsletters/technical  and 
research  reports 
(3)  Technical  Brief  Journal 
(1)  organizational  aiinual  meeting 
(3)  FLC  for  Technology  Transfer 

*Mumbers  in  parentheses  indicate  number  of  respondents. 


Qu»»tion  6: 

The  majority  of  technology  transfer  agents  indicated  that 
potential  users  vrtw  requested  their  assistance  had  to  scnne  ex¬ 
tent  a  specific  request  which  was  adequately  defined  (Table  6) . 
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TABLE  6 

Question  6:  To  what  extent  do  potential  users  who  request 
your  assistance  have  a  specific  request  which  is  adequately 
defined? 

Response: 

10  (18%)  little  extent 
31  (54%)  some  extent 
16  (28%)  great  extent 

Queation  7: 

This  question  aslced  the  respondents  to  rank  the  top  three 
methods  of  technology  transfer  interaction  with  users.  The 
three  interactions  chosen  most  frequently  were:  (1)  giving 
one-on-*one  technical  assistance,  (2)  informing  users  ad>out 
special  laboratory  reports  on  studies  which  relate  to  the 
user  organization's  needs  emd  (3)  technological  transfer 
concepts,  equipment,  etc.  being  presented  at  a  conference, 
seminar  or  workshop  attended  by  users  (Table  7) .  The  OTTO 
survey  of  technology  users  indicated  that  the  top  3  interac¬ 
tions  were  (1)  attending  a  conference,  seminar  or  workshop 
in  which  technology  transfer  concepts,  equipment,  etc.  were 
presented,  (2)  being  informed  about  special  laboratory  re¬ 
ports  on  studies  which  related  to  their  organization's  needs 
and  (3)  being  included  in  a  mailing  to  receive  specialized 
reports,  newsletters,  etc.  (See  Table  7A  for  similarities 
between  OTTO  survey  responses  and  technology  transfer  agents' 
responses.)  The  four  responses  of  the  technology  transfer 
agents'  survey  also  appeared  in  the  top  four  choices  of  the 
users'  survey. 
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TABLE  7 


QiMStlon  7:  In  «^lch  methods  of  Technology  Tramsfer  inter¬ 
action  are  you  most  commonly  involved  with  users?*  {Please 
rank  3  of  the  following  with  ”1"  being  the  most  common,  ”2* 
being  the  second  most  amd  "3”  being  the  third  most  common 
interaction . ) * 


Response: 


AVERAGE  OF 

NUMBER  OF  RANKING  FOR 

RESPONDENTS  RESPONSE  RESPONSE 


7 


9 


22 


32 


44 

34 


22 

6 


2.14 

1.88 

2.04 

1.96 

1.65 

1.91 

2.18 

2.33 


the  technology  transfer  office  as¬ 
sists  the  users  in  developing  and 
presenting  a  proposal  for  funding 
support 

the  technology  tramsfer  officer 
conducts  a  special  study  for 
user's  orgamization 

the  technology  transfer  officer 
aids  the  user's  organization  in 
retrieving  information  stored  in 
such  data  banks  as  EXES,  NTIS, 
DIALOG,  etc. 

technology  transfer  concepts, 
equipment,  etc.  are  presented  at 
a  conference,  seminau:  or  work¬ 
shop  attended  by  users 

giving  one-on-one  technical 
assistance 

informing  users  aUbout  special 
laboratory  reports  on  studies 
which  relate  to  the  user 

having  a  mailing  list  to  send  users 
(specialized  reports,  newsletters) 

Inviting  users  to  participate  in 
the  Implementation  of  a  packaged 
program  technology,  a  computer 
system,  etc. 


*Although  respondents  were  asked  to  choose  amd  rank  only 
3  methods,  some  respondents  ranked  all  the  choices  on  a  scale 
frosi  1  to  3.  The  closer  the  response  average  is  to  1.0,  the 
more  comson  is  the  corresponding  type  of  Interaction  between 
agent  amd  user. 
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Ftarthennore  r  respondents  indicated  additional  methods  in 
the  "other”  response  for  this  question.  These  responses  can 
generally  be  grouped  as  providing  user  with  publications, 
reports,  information  and  arranging  meetings  emd  seminars  with 
user(s)  to  discuss  laboratory's  resources.  The  complete 
listing  of  responses  to  the  "other”  category  is  as  follows: 

Question  7  (other) : 

-  conducting  jointly  sponsored  projects 

-  mailing  copies  of  technical  reports  on  projects  directly 
to  requester 

-  direct  contact  with  users  of  specific  information  or 
products 

>  general  distribution  of  reports  reviewing  information 
and  products  distributed  in  past  fiscal  year 

-  seminars,  meetings  discussing  products  with  more  than 
one  user 

-  conducting  guided  industry  searches  of  laboratory  for 
relevant  technology 

-  referral  to  another  more  appropriate  source 

-  telephone,  letter,  training 

-  distribution  of  technology  transfer  publications 

-  personal  contacts  by  R&O  laboratory's  scientists/ 
engineers 

-  meeting  arranged  to  bring  user  in  contact  with  labora¬ 
tory's  technical  resources. 

The  similarity  between  the  OTTO  Survey  responses  and 
the  technology  transfer  agents'  responses  for  this  question 
is  suBBuurlsed  in  the  following  table. 
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TABLE  7A* 


Tachnology 

OTTO  Transfar  Agants ' 


Survey 

Questionnaire 

Response 

6 

6 

the  technology  tremsfer  office  as¬ 
sists  the  users  in  developing  and 
presenting  a  proposal  for  funding 
support 

5 

5 

the  technology  transfer  office 
conducts  a  special  study  for  the 
user's  organization 

4 

4 

the  technology  transfer  office  aids 
the  user's  organization  in  retriev¬ 
ing  information  stored  in  such  data 
ba^s  as  BIES,  MTIS,  DIALOG,  etc. 

1 

3 

technology  transfer  concepts, 
equi(»Mnt,  etc.  eure  presented  at 
a  conference,  seminar  or  workshop 
by  users 

4 

1 

giving  one-on-one  technical 
assistance 

2 

2 

informing  users  about  special 
laboratory  reports  on  studies  which 
relate  to  the  users  organization's 

needs 

3 

4 

having  a  mailing  list  to  send  to 
users  (specialized  reports,  news¬ 
letters,  etc.) 

4 

7 

inviting  users  to  participate  in 
the  isg>lementation  of  a  packaged 
program  technology,  a  computer 
system,  etc. 

*Th«  Intarpratatlon  of  this  ranking  indicates  that  ”1”  is 
the  Bost  CMOBon  swtliod  used  for  interacting,  ”2”  is  the 
second  Bost  consion,  etc.  The  ranking  is  based  on  the  nuBber 
of  respondents  per  response  in  Question  7. 


Question  8: 

To  detersine  the  Bediua  of  interacting  with  users,  the 
technology  transfer  agents  were  asked  for  the  most  comoon 
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iMthod  of  intaraction.  This  tiirned  out  to  be  the  telephone, 
which  was  also  the  response  chosen  most  often  by  users  in  the 
OTTO  Survey  (Table  8) , 


TABLE  8 

Question  8:  During  the  life  of  a  technology  transfer  pro¬ 
ject,*  what  is  the  most  common  method  of  interacting  with 
the  user?  (Please  indicate  only  one.) 

Response: 

Technology  OTTO 


msfer  Survey 

Survey 

Response 

15 

(22t) 

17 

(28%) 

face-to-face  discussions 

26 

(37%) 

18 

(29%) 

over  the  telephone 

10 

(14%) 

12 

(19%) 

by  mail 

2 

(3%) 

computer  conferencing 

17 

(24%) 

13 

(21%) 

a  combination  of  the  above  methods 

2 

(3%) 

other: 

(1)  by  involving  user  in  tech¬ 
nology  trams fer  planning 
(1)  combination  time/user 
definition 

*For  the  purposes  of  this  qtiestionnaire,  a  technology 
transfer  project  is  any  information  or  assistance  provided 
as  a  result  of  interaction  between  the  user  and  laboratory. 


Queationa  9  and  10: 

To  determine  the  amount  of  time  that  technology  transfer 
agents  spend  with  users,  they  were  asked  the  percentage  of 
time  in  the  day  that  was  spent  interacting  with  users,  and 
how  that  time  was  divided  in  different  types  of  interactions. 
The  average  time  spent  by  technology  transfer  agents  with 
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users  was  approximately  17%  with  the  majority  of  the  time 
spent  on  the  telephone  and  answering  correspondence  (Tables 
9  and  10) . 


TABLE  9 

Question  9:  Vrtiat  percent  of  your  work  day  is  spent  inter¬ 
acting  with  users? 

Response: 

Mean:  17.8%  Range:  High  90% 

Low  1% 


TABLE  10 

Question  10:  Of  the  time  spent  interacting  with  users, 
please  indicate  the  percent  of  time  you  spend  daily  in  the 
following  interactions? 

Response : 

23%  face-to-face  discussions 

45%  over  the  telephone 

29%  correspondence  (mail) 

11%  computer  conferencing 

10%  other: 

(1)  workshops,  planning 
( 1 )  networking 


Qu0»tion9  11  and  12: 

Respondents  were  asked  to  specify  the  number  of  projects 
and  lengths  of  tisw  it  took  to  complete  them  both  over  the 
past  twelve  months  as  well  as  current  projects  and  their 
lengths  of  time.  It  appears  from  the  data  that  most  projects 
in  the  past  have  been  of  short  duration-»-two  weeks  or  less— 


23 


and  that  the  majority  of  currant  projects  have  been  in 
existence  less  than  one  month  (Tables  11  and  12) . 


TABLE  11 


Question  11:  Over  the  past  twelve  months,  please  Indicate 
the  niBober  of  completed  projects  and  lengths  of  time  required 
for  completion  by  the  technology  transfer  office. 


Response : 

Number  of  Projects  Completed 

3Q78 

85 

68 

20 

92 


Length  of  Time  to  Complete 

about  2  weeks  or  less 
between  3  and  4  weeks 
about  2-3  months 
about  4-5  months 
about  6  months 


TABLE  12 


Question  12:  Please  indicate  the  number  of  projects  and 
lengths  of  time  your  office  is  currently  working  with  users. 

Response : 


Number  of  Projects 

245 

51 

42 

43 
47 
66 


Length  of  Time 

less  than  1  month 
1-3  months 
3-6  months 
6-12  months 
12-24  months 
over  24  months 


Question  13: 

Responses  to  question  13  Indicate  that  the  factor  under 
which  technology  transfer  agents  feel  most  contralned  is 
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money  for  the  technology  transfer  office,  followed  by  time. 
These  same  concerns  appear  in  Question  21  also  and  will  be 
discussed  at  that  time.  Respondents  indicated  a  number  of 
other  factors  which  are  summarized  in  Tadsle  13.  A  nvunber  of 
respondents  chose  to  expand  upon  emswering  this  question  by 
writing  comments  concerning  other  constraining  factors.  Many 
of  these  constraints  can  be  grouped  into  several  categories: 
(1)  lack  of  laboratory  and  government  guidance  on  technology 
transfer,  (2)  lack  of  time  and  funds,  (3)  ineffective 
interactions  amd  communications  with  users  (see  Tedsle  13 
(other)  for  complete  listing) . 

TABLE  13 

Question  13:  When  working  with  a  user,  please  indicate  the 
factor  under  which  you  feel  most  constrained. 

Response : 

15  time 

24  money  for  technology  transfer  office 
10  insufficient  number  of  personnel  on  technology  trans¬ 
fer  staff 

10  unclear  definition  of  potential  user's  problem 
12  other 

-  biggest  problem  is  informing  a  wide  remge  of  people 
on  the  possibilities  of  transferring  technologies 
from  the  ledx^ratory 

-  travel  funds  amd  restrictions 

-  0MB  moratorium  on  publications,  films,  etc. 

-  no  established  ladxiratory  policy  for  tramsferring 
technology  as  yet,  policy  under  development 

-  principle  constraint— unclear  guidance  amd  poli¬ 
cies  from  primary  sponsor  (DOB)  and  ladaoratory 
administrators 

-  proper  federal  role 

-  selling  user  on  Iseing  the  first  kid  on  the  block  to 
use  this  new  toyr  they  all  want  to  be  "second". 

Let  soBWone  else  work  out  the  bugs,  why  change— 
we're  making  money  now. 
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Responses  to  Question  13  (other)  continued: 


-  lack  of  feedback 

-  a  firm  and  continuous  source  of  funds  would  reduce 
constraints  in  all  areas 

-  limiting  factor  is  time  to  extract  follow-up  and 
present  items  to  potential  users.  Despite  general 
distribution  letters,  etc.  engineers  are  not  think¬ 
ing  primarily  of  technology  transfer  so  these  items 
have  to  be  dug  out  of  project  and  activity  reports 
in  order  to  appear  as  technology  transfer  candidates 

-  sensitive  nature  of  work  being  done  at  ladaoratory 

-  providing  the  service  is  still  not  institutionalized 
in  the  agency  so  that  resources  to  address  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  user  or  even  the  exact  extent  of  the  ap¬ 
propriate  user  community  have  not  been  defined 


Question  14: 

There  were  very  few  identical  answers  to  Question  14 
which  asked  the  respondent  what  prior  experience  was  most 
helpful  in  their  present  job.  An  attempt  was  made  to  group 
responses  into  broad  categories  to  see  if  there  was  a 
tendency  for  technology  transfer  agents  to  have  a  common 
background  which  was  useful  in  their  present  position. 
Scientific,  engineering  and  previous  technology  interest 
was  a  common  theme  along  with  experience  in  management  and 
experience  gained  from  interaction  with  people.  However, 
since  there  was  such  a  vast  divergence  of  answers,  it  may  be 
that  the  individual  who  is  the  technology  transfer  agent  and 
what  he  or  she  brings  to  the  job  is  of  value  rather  them  a 
peurticular  job  experience.  Several  respondents  said  it  was 
their  experience  in  life  and  their  knowledge  of  a  little 
eU30Ut  many  things  which  was  most  helpful. 
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TABLE  14 


Question  14:  What  experience  gained  prior  to  your  present 
job  has  been  most  helpful  in  your  present  job? 

Response: 

14  science/technical/engineering/research  and 

develocssent 

8  technical  staff  experience  or  familiarity  with 

technical  p^ple /previous  technology  interest 

7  interactions  with  various  people 

6  management/ staff  experience 

5  information  retrieval  and  dissemination 

3  Icnowledge  of  lab's  activities  and  other  led>s' 

activities 

2  experience  as  a  user  or  previous  experience 

working  with  users  of  technologies 

4  other: 

(1)  systems  amalysis  skills 
( 1 )  operations  research 
(1)  business  degree 

(1)  no  specific  experience,  generalist 


Question  IS: 

To  determine  the  length  of  time  personnel  have  been  in 
their  present  positions  as  technology  transfer  agents,  re¬ 
spondents  were  asked  to  indicate  the  number  of  months  in 
their  position.  The  results  reveal  a  fairly  senior  group 
with  65%  of  those  responding  indicating  that  they  have  been 
in  their  position  more  than  24  months.  A  complete  breakdown 
is  shown  in  Table  15. 

TABLE  15 

Question  15:  How  long  have  you  been  in  your  present  position? 
Response : 

6  6  months  or  less 

5  6-12  months 

5  12-18  months 

5  18-24  months 

39  more  than  24  months 


Questions  Iff  and  17: 

Questions  16  aund  17  asked  the  respondent  if  he  or  she 
received  specialized  training  or  a  turnover  from  the  prev’ious 
agent  and  vdiether  they  would  have  benefited  from  such  train¬ 
ing.  Over  half  of  the  respondents  indicated  they  received 
no  training,  turnover  or  guidelines  for  their  jobs  and  68% 
of  the  respondents  said  they  would  have  benefited  from  such 
training  (Tables  16  and  17) . 

TABLE  16 

Question  16:  When  you  began  your  present  job,  were  you  given 
any  of  the  following  for  your  job? 

Response: 

1  specialized  training 

11  guidelines  or  standard  operating  procedures 

15  a  turnover  from  the  previous  technology  transfer 

agent 

32  none  of  the  above 

4  other : 

(1)  was  not  trained  for  the  job.  Have  been  re¬ 
sponsible  to  train  myself  or  seek  training 
for  myself  on  the  job.  Learned  from  senior 
member  of  FLC  and  associates 
(1)  developed  technology  transfer  process  by 
working  with  consultant 
(1)  experience  has  been  out  teacher 
(1)  learned  on  the  job — wasn't  difficult— just 
kept  reading  and  selling  to  staff. 

TABLE  17 

Question  17:  Do  you  feel  that  you  needed  or  would  have  bene¬ 
fited  from  such  training? 

Response: 

Yes:  39 
No:  18 

written  responses:  (1)  training  in  this  position  is  a  must 

(1)  if  there  had  been  any  available  in 
the  beginning 
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Queationa  18  and  19: 

Respondents  were  asked  if  they  perceived  am  adequate 
commimication  network  between  technology  transfer  agents  in 
keeping  up  to  date  with  current  information.  In  conjunction 
with  that,  they  were  asked  for  the  methods  which  kept  them 
informed.  67%  felt  there  was  am  adequate  communication  net¬ 
work  between  technology  transfer  agents.  The  most  common 
method  used  for  obtaining  the  latest  information  was  by  re¬ 
viewing  the  Federal  LaUsoratory  Consortium  Bulletins  and  News¬ 
letters,  followed  by  discussions  with  other  technology 
transfer  agents  (Tadsles  18  and  19)  . 

TABLE  18 

Question  18:  Do  you  feel  that  there  is  an  adequate  communi¬ 
cations  network  between  technology  transfer  agents  in  order 
to  keep  up-to-date  with  current  information? 

Response: 

Yes:  38  (67%) 

No:  19  (33%) 


TABLE  19 

Question  19:  Please  indicate  the  methods  most  used  by  you  to 
keep  informed  in  the  technology  transfer  field  of  latest 
developments . 

Response : 

28  conferences /workshops 

40  Federal  Laboratory  Consortium  Bulletins/Newsletters 

19  open  literature 

33  discussions  with  other  technology  transfer  agents 

4  other: 

(1)  we  identify  projects  based  on  R&O  outputs 
frtm  laboratories 

(1)  laboratory  visits  as  well  as  conferences  and 
workshops 

(1)  work  within  my  laboratory 
(1)  Technology  Transfer  Society 


Quuation  20: 

Thirty-six  of  sixty  respondents  indicated  that  less  than 
30%  of  their  projects  were  transferable  to  state  or  local 
governments  or  private  industry.  Table  20  gives  a  further 
breakdown  of  the  transfer. 


TABLE  20 

Question  20:  What  percentage  of  your  projects  are  trans- 
fereUsle  to  state  or  local  governments  or  private  industry? 

Response : 

36  less  than  30% 

7  30%  to  60% 

14  over  60% 

Question  21: 

The  final  question  elicited  a  great  deal  of  response  from 
the  agents.  They  were  asked  to  list  three  factors  or  items 
which  would  assist  them  in  making  their  job  as  a  technology 
transfer  agent  more  effective.  There  were  142  factors  or 
items  listed,  some  of  which  were  repeated  several  times.  An 
attempt  was  made  to  group  similar  items  into  categories  for 
easier  analysis.  These  are  listed  in  J^pendix  C.  By  far, 
most  technology  transfer  agents  %fere  concerned  about  lack  of 
support  and  recognition  for  their  jobs  from  within  their 
laboratory's  management  and  R&D  personnel  as  %fell  as  from 
outside  their  laboratory  (i.e.  from  their  sponsoring  federal 
agency) .  This  feeling  of  lack  of  support  for  the  technology 
transfer  process  was  reflected  also  in  the  agents'  responses 
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that  thay  naadad  more  funding  amd  staff  for  their  offices. 
Another  area  which  drew  mamy  comments  was  on  needing  a  bet¬ 
ter  network  (perhaps  more  formal  network)  between  technology 
tramsfer  agents  in  order  to  keep  up-to-date  on  the  latest 
information  and  also  to  better  connect  the  user  with  the 
proper  technology.  There  were  also  comments  made  about 
goverxunent  policies  and  regulations  which  are  noteworthy. 

To  get  an  overall  flavor  of  these  responses,  the  reader  is 
referred  to  the  aggregate  responses  contained  in  Appendix  C. 
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III.  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOiPIBNDATIONS 


A.  CONCLUSIONS 

There  were  several  Is  sties  %^ich  this  questionnaire  high¬ 
lighted  and  which  have  been  addressed  in  related  literature. 
In  discussing  Federal  agency  efforts  in  technology,  O'Brien 
and  Framks  note  several  deficiencies  in  the  Federal  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  effort:  interagency  consistency,  cooperation 

e 

and  coordination  of  efforts,  agency  commitment  of  non-mission 
resources,  2uid  formal  evaluations  to  determine  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  technology  transfer  activities  [Ref.  7:  p.  74]. 

Additionally,  they  point  out  that  Federal  agency  attempts  to 

# 

"coordinate  their  technology  and  information  dissemination 
activities  and  to  link  their  limited  resources  with  non- 
Federal  technology  treuisfer  networks  have  been  fragmented 
and  not  well  documented."  They  point  out  that  the  Stevenson- 
Wydler  Act  is  intended  to  enhance  the  coordination  and  or¬ 
ganization  of  Federal  technology  transfer  activities,  to 
identify  more  efficiently  and  more  effectively  match  user 
needs  with  Federal  R&O  information  amd  technology  resources 
and  to  improve  the  dissemination  of  Information.  They  con¬ 
clude  by  describing  factors  upon  vdilch  they  feel  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  Federal  technology  transfer  and  evaluation 
efforts  depend:  (1)  the  referral  process,  (2)  the  quality 
of  the  match  between  user  needs  and  Federal  resources. 


(3)  the  tremsfer  nechanisin  eo^loyed,  (4)  the  extent  of  the 
transfer,  (5)  the  knowledge  of  the  user,  and  (6)  the  na¬ 
ture,  quality  and  coo^leteness  of  the  technology  transfer 
information  maintained  by  Federal  laboratories  [Ref.  7:  pp. 
75-83] . 

Samuel  Doctors  refers  to  several  barriers  to  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  Federal  technology.  They  include:  (1)  the  mission 
orientation  of  many  agency  technical  personnel,  (2)  the  low 
priority  placed  on  the  transfer  function  by  the  scientific 
and  technical  personnel  engaged  in  Federally  sponsored  R&D, 

(3)  the  political  nature  of  institutions  of  transfer, 

(4)  the  tight  security  restrictions,  (5)  the  outdated 
methods  of  information  retrieval  and  evaluation,  (6)  the 
lack  of  understanding  of  the  transfer  process  and  (7)  the 
power  structure  of  the  agencies  (Ref.  8:  p.  9}. 

In  a  report  published  in  1973,  it  was  stated  that  there 
was  little  exchange  of  information  between  Federal  activities 
with  regard  to  technology  transfer.  In  a  few  agencies,  high 
level  support  for  specific  technology  transfer  activities 
appeared  "lukewarm"  [Ref.  9:  p.  vii] . 

Many  of  the  responses  to  the  technology  transfer  agent 
questionnaire  supported  these  previous  findings.  One  of  the 
main  issues  of  concern  by  the  technology  transfer  agents  who 
responded  to  the  survey  was  lack  of  support  for  the  tech¬ 
nology  transfer  program  at  their  laboratory  or  agency  by 
laboratory  management  and  by  the  R&D  personnel.  Insufficient 
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fiinding  and  pnrsonnal  support  for  their  offices  contributed 
to  this  feeling  of  non-recognition  and  non-support.  Com¬ 
pounding  this  is  the  feeling  by  the  technology  transfer 
agents  of  restrictions  placed  i4>on  their  efforts  by  the 
Federal  goveriusent  (specifically  (MB  and  budget  limitations) 
with  little  guidance  from  their  parent  agency  on  technology 
transfer  (in  particular  in  implementing  the  Stevensen-Wydler 
Act  where  applicable) . 

In  addition  to  the  funding  and  staffing  problems,  there 
are  many  technology  transfer  offices  that  do  not  have  full¬ 
time  staff.  Fifty-eight  percent  of  the  technology  transfer 
agents  indicated  that  they  were  part-time  in  their  position. 
While  laboratories  falling  under  the  Stevenson-Wydler  Act  are 
required  to  have  a  full-time  individual  staffing  the  Office 
of  Research  and  Technology  Applications,  other  lalsoratories 
are  not  required  to  have  this.  If  laboratory  management  is 
truly  supportive  of  its  technology  tramsfer  program,  then  it 
is  important  that  the  individual  filling  the  technology 
traunsfer  agent's  position  be  full-time  in  order  for  him  or 
her  to  becoBM  fauniliar  with  the  job.  By  occupying  the  posi¬ 
tion  full-time,  the  technology  transfer  agent  can  develop  the 
personal  contacts  in  the  technology  transfer  field  which  are 
prerequisite  for  an  effective  technology  transfer  program. 
Additionally,  a  full-time  technology  transfer  agent  can  pro¬ 
vide  responsive  amd  reliable  service  for  users  who  request 
their  assistance. 
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While  Section  11(b)  of  the  Stevenson-wydler  Act  does  not 
apply  to  all  Federal  ladx>ratorle8  (i.e.  creating  a  full-time 
staff  to  man  the  ORTA) ,  the  spirit  behind  the  Act  should  be 
noted  by  all  Federal  laboratories.  In  describing  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  Act,  it  was  stated  that  by  having  a  full-time 
individual  staff  the  ORTA,  an  institutional  fraffle%(ork  would 
be  established  for  the  performance  of  the  technology  trans¬ 
fer  fxmction  at  the  Federal  laboratories.  This  is  critical 
in  order  to  ensure  that  technology  transfer  activities  at  the 
laboratories  are  given  the  resources  and  visibility  needed  to 
carry  out  the  required  functions.  At  many  Federal  lalxsra- 
tories,  technology  transfer  is  not  a  recognized,  officially 
sanctioned  activity  and  worlc  performed  in  this  capacity  is 
often  not  relevant  to  professional  promotion  within  the  or¬ 
ganization.  Therefore,  career  development  of  staff  working 
in  technology  is  sometimes  detrimentally  affected  because 
time  is  spent  on  activities  other  than  those  specified  in 
position  descriptions  upon  which  promotions  are  based  [Ref. 
10:  p.  33].  The  frustrations  of  technology  tramsfer  agents 
presently  in  part-time  positions,  with  limited  and  insuffi¬ 
cient  budgets  amd  lack  of  laUsoratory  recognition  for  their 
job  were  clearly  evident  in  the  agents'  responses  to  Question 
21. 

Forty  percent  of  the  technology  transfer  offices  were 
titled  without  the  word  technology  (or  a  derivative)  in  it. 
Because  soais  offices  are  cloaUced  within  or  under  variously 
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naMd  offices,  it  may  be  difficult  for  users  to  contact  these 
offices  or  for  individuals  within  the  laboratory  or  agency  to 
refer  users  to  the  technology  transfer  agent — because  they  do 
not  associate  the  function  with  the  name.  While  it  is  not 
necessary  to  have  the  word  "technology"  in  the  official  ti¬ 
tle,  the  title  should  be  descriptive  enough  for  a  user  to 
identify  its  function. 

Technology  transfer  agents  perceived  that  the  flow  of 
information  between  themselves  (as  well  as  to  the  user  of 
technology)  needed  to  be  more  effective.  Part  of  the  problem 
may  be  due  to  security  restrictions  due  to  the  sensitive  na¬ 
ture  of  the  work  being  performed  by  some  laboratories.  How¬ 
ever,  the  major  concern  appears  to  be  lack  of  a  coordinated 
effort  to  pool  technology  transfer  information  and  to  make 
that  available  to  technology  transfer  agents  as  it  becomes 
availadile  in  a  timely  manner.  The  FLC  and  its  printed  ma¬ 
terials  were  viewed  as  a  commonly  used  source  for  information 
by  both  member  and  non-member  agents  of  the  FLC.  Also,  the 
agents  indicated  that  more  coordination  between  user  and 
technology  transfer  agents  was  needed  in  the  form  of  a  strong 
"user-broker"  network  to  identify  user's  areas  of  interest 
and  match  that  with  where  the  technology  resource  is. 

B.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Specific  recommendations  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Federal  agency  guidance  for  laboratories.  This  concern 
arose  not  only  from  the  questionnaire  but  also  in  the 
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telephone  interviews.  While  the  ORTA's  were  encouraged  by 
the  spirit  of  the  Stevenson-Wydler  Act,  they  did  not  see 
their  parent  agencies  passing  onto  them  specific  guidance  in 
the  implementation  of  those  portions  of  the  Act  applicable 
to  them.  Technology  transfer  agents  not  subject  to  the  Act 
also  indicated  that  they  needed  more  guidance  from  their 
peurent  agency  in  the  technology  transfer  process. 

(2)  Increased  budget  for  technology  transfer.  This  is  a 
difficult  concern  to  remedy  since  budget  cuts  are  being  ex¬ 
perienced  by  all  Federal  programs.  However,  since  the  suc¬ 
cess  of  a  leJsoratory '  s  technology  transfer  progrzun  partly 
depends  upon  the  extent  that  users  are  contacted  or  that 
users  contact  the  ledxsratory,  then  it  follows  that  sufficient 
funding  ^md  staff  are  required  to  support  this  effort.  What 
may  be  needed  is  a  review  of  existing  resources  by  the 
laboratories  and  their  technology  transfer  agents  to  evaluate 
the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the  present  progreun. 

(3)  Increased  coordination  and  cooperation  between  tech¬ 
nology  tramsfer  agents  and  ORTAs.  This  may  provide  ground¬ 
work  for  assisting  with  the  limited  budget  and  staffing 
problems  by  eliminating  duplication  of  effort.  Increased 
use  of  existing  data  storage  and  retrieval  systems  as  well 
as  networking  to  keep  in  contact  with  technology  transfer 
agents  and  to  gain  access  to  the  latest  information  would 
assist  in  matching  the  user  with  the  appropriate  technology. 
More  formal  interactions  with  technology  transfer  agents  are 
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needed  in  order  to  give  them  the  support  group  where  informa¬ 
tion  can  be  exchanged  and  solutions  generated  which  address 
technology  transfer  problems. 

(4)  A  critical  evaluation  of  the  present  technology  informa¬ 
tion  cMBPuter-based  systems  to  identify  specific  areas  for 
improvement .  The  present  system  is  used  by  the  technology 
transfer  agents  but  it  is  not  totally  meeting  their  needs  for 
current  and  timely  information  exchange. 

(5)  Laboratory  mamagement *  a  recognition  of  technology  trans¬ 
fer  functions.  Even  if  some  of  the  above  recommendations  eure 
not  edsle  to  be  implemented  because  of  factors  beyond  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  ladioratory  or  agency,  the  internal  structure  of 
the  laboratory  and  agency  could  give  the  support  and  recog¬ 
nition  to  technology  transfer  agents  and  ORTA's  that  is  cur¬ 
rently  lacking. 

(6)  To  the  most  practicable  extent,  make  the  position  of 
technology  transfer  agent  a  full-time  position. 

(7)  Make  the  title  of  the  office  dealing  with  technology 
transfer  descriptive  of  its  function. 

(8)  Develop  an  evaluation  or  feedback  device  for  users  of 
technology  transfer  services  in  order  for  the  technology 
transfer  agents  to  obtain  information  about  what  was  effec¬ 
tive  or  ineffective  in  the  transfer  process. 

(9)  Develop  a  guide  or  handbook  for  technology  transfer 
agents .  This  should  contain  applicable  law  and  patent  in¬ 


formation,  technology  data  bases,  marketing  techniques  for 


transferring  technology,  and  other  pertinent  information 
which  can  be  gathered  by  individuals  currently  in  the  job 
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Public  Law  96-480 
96th  Congr«» 

An  Act 

To  prooioU  Unitod  Sutoo  tochnotocieol  innovation  for  tho  aehiavtinent  of  national 

teoaamie,  anvironmantal,  and  aoeiai  goala.  and  for  other  purpoota.  [S.  i250| 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repeeentatiuee  of  the 
UnitedStateeof  America  in  Congnuasumbled,  That  this  Act  may  be 
dted  as  the  “Stevenaon-Wydler  Technology  Innovation  Act  of  1980”. 


SEC  t  riNDINCa 

The  Coiunrett  finds  and  declares  that: 

(1)  Technolocy  and  industrial  innovation  are  central  to  the 
economic,  environmental,  and  social  well-being  of  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

(2)  Technoltyy  and  industrial  innovation  offer  an  improved 
standard  of  living,  increased  public  and  private  sector  productiv¬ 
ity.  creation  of  new  iridustnes  and  employment  opportunities, 
improved  public  services  and  enhanced  competitiveness  of 
United  States  products  in  world  markets. 

(3)  Many  new  discoveries  and  advances  in  science  occur  in 
universities  and  Federal  laboratories,  while  the  application  of 
this  new  knowledge  to  commercial  and  uaefiil  public  purpoM 
depends  larnly  upon  actions  by  business  and  labor.  Coojperation 
among  arodemia.  Federal  laboratories,  labor,  and  industry,  in 
such  forms  as  technology  transfer,  personnel  exchanm,  joint 
research  projects,  and  others,  should  be  renewed,  expanded,  and 
stren^ened. 

(4)  Small  businesses  have  performed  an  important  role  in 
advancing  industrial  and  technolo^eal  innovation. 

(5)  Industrial  and  technological  innovation  in  tho  United 
States  may  be  lagg^  when  compared  to  historical  patterns  and 
other  industrialized  nationa. 

(6)  Increased  industrial  and  technological  innovation  would 
reduce  trade  deficita,  stabilize  the  dollar,  increase  productivity 
gains,  incrsasv  employment,  and  stabilize  prioss. 

(7)  Government  antitrust,  economic,  trade,  patent,  procure¬ 
ment,  regulatory,  reasaith  and  develonDent,  and  tax  poUdea 

hmra  impagf  iipvni 

msnt  of  taehadogy.  but  tbaro  is  inmifUdeat  knowledge  of  their 
effbcts  in  particular  soctora  of  the  economy. 


(8)Nocomi 
logical  haaorotioa  for 


.  existatoenhancetechne- 
and  public  pUTBosea  Thera  is  a 


addd  for  such  a  policy,  including  a  strong  natibaal  policy  support¬ 
ing  domastie  technology  tranarar  and  utilization  of  the  sdanoe 
and  technology  rseourcsa  of  the  FedmalQoverniBent 

(9)  It  is  in  m  nationel  interest  to  promote  the  adaptatien  of 
taehnolocioal  innovattons  to  State  and  local  govariunent  uasa. 
Teehaolofical  innovations  can  improve  aervicoo,  reduce  their 
cceta,  and  Inersass  productivity  in  State  and  local  governmenta 

(10)  The  Federal  laboratorioo  and  other  performers  of  foderally 
fondad  l^aeeareh  and  derehipmeat  frequently  provide  scientille 


StevtfMon- 
WytUM 
Tvchnol^ 
Innovation  Act 
of  1900. 
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13  use  3701. 


40 


94  STAT.  2312 


PUBUC  LAW  96-48&-OCT.  21, 1980 


16  use  3702. 
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OffiMOf 
IntatriBl 
Twhnolanr. 
•MbliihiMnt. 
15  use  .T7M. 


tad  ttdmokgiail  dcvriopmuiti  of  petsntial  im  to  Stoto  aad 

.  looal  fovanunanti  and  privato  indnatnr.  Thaaa  davalopMBto 
ftMMtM  mada  aooaHWa  to  thoaa  imaniBMato  and  todoMiy. 
TlMca  ia  a  iMadtoMovida^am  of  aeeaia^  to  gtoa  adaqpato 
aanoBDil  aod  Aunac  auMoat  to  tfaaaa  akaaaa, 

(11)  Tito  Natka  abeold  ftillar  racognttkn  to  iadvfdodi 
aad  eoaipaiiiaa  whkh  have  mada  eatatonding  coBtrftaUoBi  to 
tfaa  paeawtioBaf  tocfaaelogy  or  toehnological  maapeato  fiartha 
improaaaaaBt  of  tha  aeooomie,  anviroamaBtoi.  or  aodal  imII> 
bofiwrftha  Unitod  Stotaa. 

McaPinvosE. 

It  ia  tha  minnaa  of  thia  Act  to  tmpi—  tha  aaahwuBaa> 

tal,  and  aoetal  waU-hoiag  of  tha  Uaitad  Statoa  bjp^ 

(1)  aatabliahing  orgaaiaatiaas  to  dm  asaeiitfaa  hmadi  to  atadjr 

aad  attouilata  taefanmogy; 

(2)  proaottog  toehnology  daratopaiant  through  tha  lafaMiah 
w^tdicuittn  for  indmoial  te(duM>lo0z 

(3)  stimulating  improrad  utiliaitinn  of  fadaraOy  ftndsd  taeto 
oology  davalopmanta  by  State  and  local  govamnianto  and  tha 
private  oaetor; 

(4)  providiag  anoouragamato  for  tha  davdomnont  of  tadmoh 
ogy  throu^  m  raoogaitbm  of  individuala  and  ooiBpaniaa  which 
havanaadaoutorandingcontributioBatotachnologr.aad 

(SlanoouragingthaaarhangBofaciantificandtaBhBicalpaHwn- 
nel  among  acadtmiia,  induahry,  and  Fodaral  laboratoriaa. 

8SC  4.  DEFINinONtL 

Aa  uaad  in  thia  Act,  onlaaa  tha  omtaat  otharwiaa  laguiraa,  tha 
terra— 

(1)  “Oflioa’'  maana  the  OfBoa  of  Induatrial  Tachnokigy  aatato 
liahed  under  aaetkm  5  of  thia  Act 

<2)  "Secretary "  maana  the  Secretary  of  Commaroai 

(8)  “Director”  manna  tha  Director  of  tha  Office  of  Induatrial 
Technology .  appointad  pursuant  to  aaction  5  of  this  Act 

(4)  "Ontais”  means  tha  Canton  for  Industrial  Todmoiogy 
ostablishad  under  ssetioa  3  or  oociion  8  of  this  Act 

(5)  “Nonprofit  tostituticB”  maana  an  otgantortioB  owned  and 
operated  eaclusivaiy  for  aciantific  or  educational  putpoaia,  no 
pint  of  tha  net  aarniaga  of  which  touroa  to  ffia  banant  of  any 
private  aharafaoldar  or  individual. 

(6)  "Board”  maana  the  National  Industrial  Technology  Board 
ootabliahod  pursuant  to  aootioa  10. 

(7)  "Faderal  laboratory”  meant  any  laboratory,  any  fbdarally 
Aindad  tsaoardi  and  devsiopaiaat  oantor,  or  any  osotar  oatab* 
liahed  under  aactioa  6  or  aaction  8  of  thia  Act  that  is  owned  and 
fumiad  by  tha  Fadarai  Oevarnmant  whether  oparatod  by  the 
Qovsrmnont  or  by  a  contractor. 

(8)  “Supporting  agancy”  moans  sithsr  tha  Department  of 
Onminarea  or  tha  Nmional  Sdenca  Foundation,  as  approprtoto. 

nc  t  amMiaci  ANDiacHNouKncAL  ootoSAnoii 

(a)  1m  Obnbm.— Tito  Bscratory  shall  astabliah  and  aaafatoto  an 
Office  of  Induatrial  Tachnelogy  to  accordanoa  with  the  proeWona 
fiadtoga  and  purppaas  of  this  A^ 

(b)  ftaacron.— Prssidant  shall  appoint,  by  and  with  tha  adrioa 
and  oonasnt  of  the  Santoa.  a  Director  of  the  Office,  sfoo  shall  be 
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ooapnMtad  at  tha  rata  providad  fw  laval  V  of  tha  Exacutive 
9f^^***  ta  aactiim  5316  of  titla  ^  Unitad  S^tea  Coda. 

(e)  DimM.— TIm  Saeratary,  thitNigh  tha  Oinctor,  on  a  continuing 
baain  jial1~ 

(1)  datannina  tha  ralatiooahipa  of  taduMdogical  dovalopmenta 
and  intamational  taehnoiagy  tranafara  to  tha  output,  employ- 
mant,  productivity,  and  world  trada  parfbnnanca  of  UnitM 
Stataa  and  (braign  induatrial  aactora; 

(2)  datarmina  tha  influanca  of  economic.  labor  and  other 
conditiona,  induatrial  structure  and  management,  and  govern¬ 
ment  polictaa  on  tachnological  davelopmentt  in  particular  indus¬ 
trial  aactora  wwidwide; 

(3)  identify  technological  needs,  problems,  and  opportunities 
within  and  across  industrial  sectors  that,  if  addressed,  could 
make  a  significant  contribution  to  fiia  economy  of  the  United 
States; 

(4)  aaseaa  whether  tha  capital,  technical  and  other  resources 
being  allocated  to  domestic  industrial  sectors  which  are  likely  to 
generate  new  tachnologias  are  adequate  to  meat  private  and 
social  demands  for  goods  and  services  and  to  promote  productiv¬ 
ity  and  economic  growth; 

(5)  pnyosa  and  support  studies  and  policy  eximrimenta.  in 
cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies,  to  determine  the  eficc- 
tivenam  of  measures  with  tha  potential  of  advancing  United 
States  tacluwlogical  iimovation; 

(6)  provide  that  cooperative  efforts  to  stimulate  industrial 
innovatUm  be  undertaken  between  the  Director  and  other  offi¬ 
cials  in  the  Department  of  Commerce  responsible  for  such  areas 
as  trade  and  economic  aasiatancr, 

(7)  consider  government  measures  with  the  potential  of 
advancing  United  States  technological  innovation  and  exploiting 
innovations  of  foreign  origin;  and 

(8)  publish  the  results  of  studies  and  policy  experiments, 
(d)  Rspoirr.— The  Secretary  shall  pr^xua  and  submit  lo  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  Congress,  within  3  years  altar  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  a  report  on  the  progress,  findinga,  and  conclusions  of  activities 
conducted  pursuant  to  sections  5,  6,  8, 11, 12,  and  13  of  this  Act  and 
rsoommonoations  for  possible  modifications  thereof. 

aac  S.  czmm  rOR  INDU8T1UAL  TSCHNOtOCY. 

(a)  ERAHsaacnrr.— The  Secretary  shsll  provide  sssistance  for  the 
sotabUshment  of  Centers  for  Induatrial  Tachnology.  Such  Centers 
shall  be  affiliated  with  any  university,  or  other  nonprofit  institution, 
or  group  tharsoC  fiwt  applias  for  and  is  awarded  a  grant  or  enters 
into  a  cooperative  agreement  under  this  sectieo.  The  objective  of  the 
Centers  is  to  enhance  technological  innovatioo  through— 

(1)  the  paiticipatioo  of  individuals  from  indus^  and  universi- 
tiee  in  cotwerative  technological  irmovatienactivitiee; 

(2)  the  develepnwnt  of  the  generic  iweearch  base,  important  for 
technoiogical  advance  and  mnovative  activity,  in  which  indi¬ 
vidual  firese  have  Uttla  incentive  to  inveet,  but  which  may  have 
significant  aooncmk  or  stratogie  importance,  such  as  manufao- 
turing  taehnelogy; 

(SitiieeAiianm  and  training  of  individuals  in  the  tachnoiogi- 
cal  innovation  procees; 

(4)  the  improvement  of  mechanisms  for  the  dissemination  of 
seisntifle,  engineering,  and  technical  information  among  univar- 
sMesand  inmistty; 
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priatikthi 

mjimt 

iadaubtyaaii  anhwaifMM  tfirnmti, 


«tlMr 


InvcntHMit,  title 
aequisitioa. 


<W  Acnvmw.— The  eethritiM  «i  tte  Otnlan  ■haO  hat 

awil  iwt  he  limiteii  to 

(l)feee«rcheMpportteeofterhnelagfc!>leaJiadiiitri>HaBee» 
tioo  including  cooperetite  faiAMtisMMihewi^  beeic  aad  epplied 
leeeeith; 

fTl  ■■■ief  enre  tn  iniliTlitiieh  anil  nell  hiniiw  tn  ftie  | 

Job,  eealuatioa  end  developeMi 
he  of  iaduetriel  iaaovaCiaQ  aad  I 
(S)  technfcal  ■■iirence  aad 
peiticiileriy  «— Uhmineawe;  end 
(4)  emrirahiBi  developaMBt,  tniaiBi 

rt«wij  mmI  tiiAieeirfafi  _ 

BMh  Oenter  need  not  nadertake  att  of  acttidtha  i 

m. 

3uiBnizNTB.-^iior  to  oatablhUnt  a  Gbaaar,  dia 
that- 

(1)  ewMideratkio  has  been  ghen  to  f  _ 

of  the  eetivitiee  propoeed  under  ton  Center  to  naodaethlty, 
wniriqsnnent,  end  economic  cowpetitieenew  of  the  unttodSttow; 

(i)  a  hi^  likelihood  eiiate  of  conthiBhy  parthipidleB,  adetea 
financial  support,  and  other  ooatiftanona  fteas  fte  pshale 
■ecunr: 

(8)  the  hoet  cnhenity  or  otheraoapiefit  iartilatioa  haa  a  pian 
for  the  management  and  evaluatho  of  the  acthMea  pwpoesd 
within  the  paiwular  Center,  including: 

(A)  the  agreement  between  the  partha  aa  to  the  aUocatha 
of  patent  rights  mi  a  noneadnahn^  paitiallsr  aadsahe.  or 
eidushe  litonae  hash  to  and  imentioas  ooneshed  or  atods 
under  the  auspiose  of  die  Center;  and 
(B)  the  oonsderatioa  of  nmana  to  plaoe  the  Onrtto,  to  the 

(4)  suitable  conaideratioo  has  been  ghen  to  the  aah<|RdiiplB  or 
other  nonprofit  inatitutien’s  i 
tion:and 

(5)  consideration  has  boon  ghaa  to  i 
tfamofthe  activities  prongwd  I 
(d)  Punkino  QaAim.>-^Iha  Socrotaip  h 
availabie  noarenewable  planning  nanta  to 
inotitutioas  hr  the  purpose  of  (ISTekMiiiif  a 
snbeeitimi  (cXSl 

<e)  RasnancH  aho  PivBiOniawT  Uiumiom.— O)  1b 
technelogleal  inaovttion  and  i 

derelopmaat  efllBrts,.eaA  0 
anp  mventioB  coaoehed  or 

<A). 

iaventioe  or  withlB 
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(C)  th*  Cwtar  iatmii  to  pramoto  th*  oonmaicialintioo  of  th* 
toviotiOB  Olid  fUo  •  Unitod  Btotoo  potoito  opBlicotioii; 

(IM  rapalttoo  bo  uood  fbr  cawpourton  ofthotowMitar  or  (br 
oducatotoaal  or  rioMreh  octMtioo  of  thoGiator; 

(ID  tbo  Contor  aoho  pifMk  roporto  to  tho  OMapoctiiic  apoiiqr. 
and  tho  aapporttag  aaMcjr  oMqr  tront  tofctmatwn  contoinod  in 
ouch  loporto  aa  ntmlapM  and  oonMontial  tochwical,  oonmior* 
dal,  and  financud  infbraiatioB  and  not  oubioet  to  diacloouroo 
ttndor  tho  Froodom  of  Infcnnatian  Act;  and 

(F)  anr  Fodoral  dopaitnMnt  or  ofooejr  ihall  havo  tho  royalty* 
flrao  ri^t  to  practiioo,  or  havo  praeueod  on  its  bohalf.  tho 
invantion  (or  fovanunoatal  purpooaa. 

Tho  auppocting  afoney  chall  havo  tho  right  to  aoquiro  titlo  to  any 
patent  on  an  invantion  in  any  country  in  which  tho  Cantor  elocto  not 
to  fila  ajpatont  application  or  hiila  to  filo  within  a  raaaonablo  tirao. 

(2)  Wbaro  a  Cantor  baa  rotainod  titlo  to  an  invantion  undor 
paragraph  (1)  of  thiaaubaactianthaaupportingaganqr  ihall  havo  tho 
right  to  ta(|uiia  too  Cantor  or  ito  licanaao  to  grant  a  nonaxduaiva, 
partially  amuaivn,  or  aaduahra  lioonaa  to  a  raaponaiblo  applicant  or 
implicanto,  upon  tenna  that  ara  raaaonablo  undor  too  cireunMtancoo, 
if  too  aupportiag  agancy  dotonninaa,  after  public  notica  and  opportu¬ 
nity  fbr  naaring,  that  aodi  action  ia  nocaaaaiy— 

(A)  bocauao  too  Canter  or  licanaao  haa  not  taken  and  ia  not 
aapactod  to  taka  timely  and  effbetive  actioo  to  achiava  practical 
application  of  the  invention; 

A)  to  moot  health,  safety,  environmental,  or  national  security 
needs  which  are  not  raasonaUy  aatisfied  by  the  contractor  or 
licenaor,or 

(Q  bocauao  the  gruting  of  eadudve  righto  ia  the  invention 
has  tended  subatantially  to  leaaen  competition  or  to  result  in 
undue  market  concentration  in  the  United  Statoa  in  any  line  of 
ccmunerce  to  which  the  tochnology  rdatoa. 

(3)  Any  individual,  partnenhip,  corpmation,  association,  institu¬ 
tion,  or  othor  entity  adveraoly  afCscted  by  a  supporting  agency 
detenninatioa  made  under  paragraph  (2)  of  this  suneection  aiay,  at 
any  time  within  60  days  after  the  determination  ia  issued,  file  a 
petition  to  the  United  States  Court  of  Gaimo  which  shall  have 
jurisdiction  to  determine  thru  matter  do  novo  and  to  affirm,  reverse, 
or  modify  aa  appropriate,  tho  determinatimi  of  the  supporting 

**^^ootnoKAL  CoNSiDsaATfON.— The  supportins  agency  may  re¬ 
quest  the  Attorney  General's  opinion  wither  tne  proposed  joint 
raaearch  activities  of  a  Center  would  violtoe  any  of  the  antitrust  laws. 
Ihe  Attorney  General  toall  advise  the  suimorting  agency  of  his 
determination  and  the  reasons  fbr  it  within  120  days  aftaHr  rocoipt  of 
such  request 


Applunnt 

liccnsine 

requimiwnt. 


U.S.  Court!  of 
Clauau.  potition. 


Antitnat  luw!. 


ate  7.  GtAim  AND  OOWSEATIVI  AGREtaiENTS. 


15USC3T0S. 


to)  In  Gihsbal.— Tho  Socrotary  may  make  grants  and  enter  into 
cooperative  agreements  acewding  to  toe  proviswns  of  this  soction  in 
order  to  assist  any  activity  consistent  with  this  Act  including 
aettvitiss  porfbrmeu  by  individuals.  The  total  amount  of  any  swm 
grant  or  cooperative  egreement  may  not  eaeaod  79  poreont  of  the 
total  coot  of  toe  program. 

(b)  Buomunr  and  Pnocnonn.— Any  parson  or  institution  may 
apply  to  the  Secretary  for  a  grant  or  coopsnulve  agrooBBont  available 
ander  this  section.  Application  shall  bo  made  in  such  form  and 
manner,  and  with  such  content  and  other  suhmiisions,  as  the  Oiree- 
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iSUSCSTVT. 


(1)  Aaqr  eocfmttin 


_ te  NinKt  to  tha  Umilatiau  aad  piMi. 

Mt  teth  to  pamgnph®  of  this  ■atoartfen.  and  to  aach 
■  toam  caadteiOBa,  Md  laqpfawMnto  aa  tiia  Saentaiy 
Maaaa  aaaaaaaijr  aa  apprapatetoi 
CP  Aay  aawaa  irtta  racatoaa  or  atfliaaa  aay  woBaada  af  aay 
nada  or  aooparativa  uraamaat  antaiad  mto  aadar  Hm 
aaetkBaballka^paadiraooraaaathaSacrataiyahaUbrranila- 
tton  praaaiba  aa  hatog  naeaaaaiy  and  agpteprtoto  to  admato 
aflhctha  aodit  aad  avataatioa,  inetadlat  laeeada  wUdi  ftdto 
diaelaaa  tha  aad  diapoaitioB  fagr  aadi  laeMt  rfaaca 

precaada.  tha  total  caat  of  tha  pragraai  cr  pwtfato  m»  coaaactiao 
with  whidi  aach  proaaada  laara  uaad,  and  the  aaioaBt,  if  aiqr,  af 
aach  oaata  which  waa  pravidad  tfana^  othar  aoaitaa. 

a  tunoMAL  acBNCi  pooniution  cDnns  rot  noMitmu. 


42U8C1M1 

BOl*. 

IS  uac  3TW. 


(a)  BanauMnoarr  and  FMmHOMa.->Tha  National  Sciaaoa  Fban* 
dation  ahaU  proaida  aaaiatanra  far  tha  aatohUahmant  of  Cantata  tar 
Indnatrial  Tactoology .  8oeh  Cantara  afaall  ba  afliliatad  with  a  anhar- 
aitjr.  or  othar  nonpwpt  inatitatian,  or  a  gronp  thaioo£  Tha  oMocIha 
of  tha  Cantoiaia  to  onhanoatochnahufcal  innovation  aaprowdad  to 
portion  d(a)  thtoaih  tha  oondnct  of  aethritioa  aa  providan  to  aoetioa 
Wi.  Tha  prooiaiona  of  ooctiona  6(a)  and  6(f)  ahall  apply  to  Cantata 
ootabliihad  undar  aactaon. 

(b)  Pumniaa  Otainn.'—'nia  National  Sdanoa  Foandation  h 
aathoriaad  to  naha  aaailabla  nonianowaUa  planninc  gianta  to 
anioaiaitiaa  or  nonprofit  iaatitutiona  for  tha  porpooa  of  dovaloptof 
tbo  plan,  aa  daaeribod  andar  aoetion  6(e)(8). 

(c)  Ttonaa  ahb  CowDmowa.— Qraata,  oontracta.  aad  cooparattoa 
atiaainaiila  ontarod  into  few  tha  National  Scionoa  Foandation  to 
oaocation  of  tha  pawaia  and  dutiaa  of  the  National  Sdanoa  Foandop 
tion  mdor  thia  Act  ahall  ba  govamad  by  tha  National  Sctoiea 
Foandation  Act  of  19M  and  othar  partinant  Acta. 


SBC  Si  AOtONIIRATIVE  AiaAN6niBin& 

(a)CooBniNAiiON.—ThaSoerataryandtbaNationalSeianeaFDaa- 
dataon  ahall,  on  a  ooattotting  baaia,  obtain  tha  adrioa  and  oooparatian 
of  donartannito  and  anniciM  wfaoaa  ndaaioaa  oontribnto  to  or  aca 
^hdadbyte  prognoM  aatobHritadundar  thto 

ThnwSapartnwnto^Srllanriw  diaU  toctolofeSSrbattnitodto 
tliaDapattowBtoofDafanaa,Enarpy,BdBCTtioB.HaalthandHHntoB 
[and  Urban  OavSopoaant.  tha  Enaironniantal  Prw 
AaronaotKa  aad  Spaoa  Admintoration. 
,  atton.OenndlofBcionomic  Ad*iaaia.Os»» 
1  Qaality.  sad  OOea  of  Sciaaoa  and  Tsehaoioiy 

r.— Itiathai 


1  tor.  or  oanld  nntoibnto  toi  tha  i 
ttoa  Aol,  altoiild,  wtthto  tha  liaaito  of  bBdfatoiT  n 
)rtoHaaa,aniportorpnttfcipntotoacttoi^ori 
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<a  Th>  8<cwUry  aai  th>  thtioMl  SefaBOi  FwiAtioB  ar» 
— ts  weiio  motyi  mi  to  othtr  IbnM  of 

■■iitoMi  from  othor  doputoMBto  or  ofoadM  to  mppoct  actM* 
tioB  of  dn  Onton  oad  aajr  odur  adivwn  Mtthorted  ttiMkr  tUo 
Act 

(d)  Coorounvi  Errom.—'nio  Soerotory  oad  tho  Notwaal  Sd* 
100  PkMuidatioB  ihall.  OQ  •  cootiniiiiig  badi.  pfovido  oocfa  othor  th* 
Vortmity  to  ooaaoBt  on  ovy  pnpoood  nreinm  of  activity  uador 
elioB  4b  8.  or  13  of  this  Act  hifara  Aiaas  an  mnimittsd  to  such 
rcmam  in  ordsr  to  mousA  complsmantaiy  oAbvts  sad  avoid 


me.  Ml  NATMHAL  mOMnOALTKlIMOtOCY  MMUOi 

(a)  Bbraiunnawr.-’Tlian  shall  bo  satabiiihsd  a  ooatiBittaa  to  bo 
kaasra  as  thoMatianal  Industrial  Tsriinoloar  Board. 

(hi  Dima— TIm  Board  shall  taka  such  stops  as  awy  bo  naosasary  to 
raviaiv  aaauaBy  tho  aetivitias  of  tho  Offioo  and  advHa  tho  Soerstuy 
ad  tho  Diiaetar  with  roapiMt  to¬ 
il)  tha  finuilatiaa  and  coadact  of  activitios  uadar  asetioa  S  of 
thtotitla; 

(2)  tho  daaignaHa  sad  mratia  of  Cantors  and  thair  pr»' 
naaas  undar  aactiM  6  of  thH  Act  todudiac  aaaistoaoo  in  atoab> 
UOaprioritiaa; 

(3)  too  lasnararinn  of  tha  roport  laquirad  nadar  soctim  Md); 
and 

(4)  anoh  otoar  nuttocs  to  too  Soeratan  or  Dbraetor  rofbn  to  too 
Board,  ineindiac  too  ootohUahaiant  of  (>onton  under  section  8  of 
this  Act.  fbr  ravin  and  advioo. 

Tha  Oifoetor  attoO  uMka  availabla  to  too  Board  oneb  infbrmatioo. 


out  ito  dtttia  Tha  National 


m  it  oaay 


amsmbsr  of  tha  I 
vidoah  whob  hjr 


tooMor 


IS  use  STM. 


roquiro  to  cany  out  ito  dutha. 


sMtobaso  who  toall  ba 
hail  aarva  a  a  aonvot> 
of  too  Board  shall  ba 
Of  tninififf 
Bsis  diicipliBiS  mS 


ianovatian.  Tho  atojority  of 


(2)  Tho  tom  of  oIBn  of  a  1 
MO.  iwrirr  tost  of  too 
wjohitodSratamoflia 
Tyoaa  and  fiva  ahd  I 


■rdahaUbaB 
flva  ahaU  bo 
tadibratom 
■  oft  voan. 


■inltan  of  too 
otadaltoilboa 
NoladividBali 


only  itr  too 
paiBtodaav 
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(4)  Hm  Board  ahall  aaloet  a  vodaf  membar  to  aaivo  « tha 
SMVoanoB  and  »»»««**>*>  aotiaa  mamhar  to  awwa  m  tnZ 
aiaiipanafL  Tha  Vie»  Chairpanon  afaaO  pailbnii  tha 
of  ma  Chairpacioa  ia  tha  abaaaea  or  incapad^  of  tha 


OiainMMn. 

(S)  Votiaf  naoibaia  of  tha  Board  may  faeana  oompanoatka  at 
a  daily  rata  ibr  G8-18  of  dM  Gaaaral  Snadula  uador  aaetioo  5tt2 

of  dUo  6,  Uaitad  Stdm  Coda,  whae  aetuallv  aagMid  ia  d» 

parfbnaaaoe  of  dudaa  for  aueli  Board,  aad  may  ha  raiuanad  br 
actual  aad  raaaonaUa  axpaaaaa  incurred  ia  tha  parfomanea  of 
audidutiaa. 

sac  IL  OmJSATION  or  RSaBAI.  TECHNOLOGY. 

(a)  PoucT.— It  ia  the  continuint  raapoaaibilify  of  the  Fbdecal 
Govaraakaut  to  aaanra  tha  htU  uaa  of  tha  raaulta  of  tha  Nadoa'a 
Faderal  iavaatmoat  in  reaaarch  and  davalopmaat  To  thk  and  tha 
Fadecal  GowacaatMai  ahall  atriva  whara  anropciata  to  t 
Maralljr  owaad  or  origiaatod  tachnology  to  Stata  and  local  | 

BMBto  m  to  the  prirata  aoetor. 

(b)  BRASuaHUHirr  or  BiaacH  amo  THcmnoloot  AmiCAT. _ 

a— Eadi  Fadoral  laboratory  ahall  aatabliah  aa  OCRea  of  Bo^ 
and  TadiBoloEy  Appikatioaa.  laberatoiiaa  lumag  aadad^ 

’  *1  poiform  tha  fhaetimia  of  tUB  aaedoa 


utncsna 


done  withia  tha  oxiadaf  organiaation.  The  and  fiiadiiig 

lavaia  far  thaaa  offiooa  ahaU  M  detormiaad  botwoaa  oadi  Fodm 
laboratory  aad  tha  Fbdaral  aaaacy  operadaf  or  dincdag  tha  laboia- 
tory,  oseopt  that  (1)  oa^  IdooratoTy  having  a  total  annual  bwiaot 
aaoBodifig  $20,000,000  ahall  provide  ^  laaat  one  proftaakaial  indi^ 
ual  AiU-tiaaa  aa  ataff  for  itt  Oflice  of  Baaaarcfa  aad  Technology 
AppUcadoas,  aad  (2)  aAer  September  30, 1961,  each  FadRul  agaacy 
which  operatea  or  dirocta  one  or  mora  Federal  laboratoriea  ahiU 
nuke  arailable  not  leoa  than  0.5  percent  of  tha  agaacy’a  raoaaich  aad 
daielepaiaBt  budget  to  aupport  the  tacfanology  traaiidbr  ftwcdoa  at 
the  agency  aad  at  ita  labondoriea,  including  Bupport  of  the  Oflioaa  of 
Roaairai  and  TeduMlogy  Applicatioea.  The  Maacy  head  any  waive 
the  roguireneata  aot  fanh  in  (1)  aad/or  (2)  or  thia  auhaartinn  Bthe 
agaacy  head  waivea  either  raguiremeat  (1)  or  (2),  the  i  . 
ahall  aubmit  to  Coograae  at  the  time  the  Praaideat  aubauta  thel 
to  Coagreai  aa  eaidanation  of  the  raaaona  far  the  waiver  aad 
aiteraateplaaa  far  conducting  the  technoiegytraHBfarfancdaa  at  the 


(c)  FuNcnoNS  or  Rbsauch  and  TSchnoimt  ArrucATioMa 
Omco.— It  ahail  be  the  function  of  each  Office  of  T 
Techaoiegy  Appikadeae— 

(1)  to  prepare  aa  applicatien  aaaaaHaent  of  each  i 
development  project  m  which  that  laboratory  ia  mmagad  whidi 
haa  potential  for  auooaaaftil  application  ia  Stale  or  ******  govern* 


to  Slate  aad  loaai 
(8)  to  eoopente  with  aad 


to  private 


the  Otator  far  the  UdBaatiaa  of 

-g-  - 1  wUdi  link  the 

af  that  labaratoiy  aad  the 
aa  a  vriwla  to  petoBdal  emm  ia  Stote  aad 

aad  privato  iaduatry;  aad 
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tlT  tn  pnrriili  ttrhniml  ■■■irtinri  in  rrrxTT  1 - r~tTtr  fnnn 

State  and  kml  fawMiuMBt  olBeiab. 

Aamdm  wfaidi  hava  aataWiahail  otgankartniial  atmetana  outatda 
tMr  FMacai  laborateriH  whidi  hava  aa  thair  pciac^  purpoaa  tlM 
tnataar  af  fWacaltjr  aaraad  ar  origiBatad  tamaoiagy  to  State  and 
laeal  aavanuBaat  and  to  tha  private  aactarnay  alaet  to  parfbtm  toa 
AmmAm  of  tida  mhaacrian  in  aueh  oraanianmial  atmetana.  Mb 
OSlw  of  Raaaaicfa  and  Taehaotogy  AppUeatiofiB  or  athar  orgaaiaa* 
tional  atmetana  parfonainc  tha  raneDona  of  thk  aubaaction  ahall 
autetantially  oonpato  with  aimilar  aarvtoaa  availabla  in  tha  privato 

(dlCBTRa  von  THB  UnuzATioM  or  FUasAL  ThCMMOiooT.— Than 
ia  hanby  aatahliahad  in  tha  Oapactmaat  of  Commarca  a  Canter  for 
tha  Utilttatlon  of  FadaralTiachnolflgy.T^  Cantor  for  tha  Utiliaation 
of  Fadanl  Taehnoiogy  ahall— 

(1)  aarva  aa  a  oantral  elanin^Miiaa  for  taa  ooUaction.  diaaanii> 
nation  and  tranafor  of  iafonntefon  on  fadarall^  owned  or  origi* 
natad  todinologiaa  having  p«A— application  to  State  aM 
local  ■ovaenmanta  and  to  privato  inhiatry; 

(2)  noordinato  tha  aetMtiaa  of  tha  Officaa  of  Baeaarch  and 
Technology  AppUcationa  of  tha  Fadarallaboratotiaa; 

(3)  utiliaa  tha  eapartiaa  and  aarvieaa  of  tha  Natkmal  Seienoa 
Foondatiott  and  tha  eiiating  Fadanl  Laboratory  Conaortium  for 
Tachnolagy  Tranafor;  particularly  ia  darling  with  State  and  local 
fovarnnwnta; 

(4)  noaiva  nquaata  for  technical  ■aaiotanra  firom  State  and 
focal  govammonta  and  refer  theaa  lequaata  to  the  appropriato 
Fadarnl  lahoratoriea; 

(Q  provide  funding,  at  tha  diaeration  of  tha  Saemtary,  for 
Federal  lahecatoriea  to  provide  tha  awiatancaapaciflad  in  aubaac 
tion(cX4);aBd 

(6)  uaa  appropriate  tochnofogy  tranafor  inarhaniaiiia  auch  aa 

(d  Aohct  BteonTwa— Each  Fodaral  agency  wfaidi  oparataa  or 
dhaeta  one  or  aton  Fadarnl  laberatoriaa  abidl  piapan  biennially  a 
(apart  animnariiing  tha  activitiaa  parfemad  by  that  agency  and  ita 
Federal  labarateriaa  purauant  to  na  provfofoaa  of  thin  aaeoan.  Ilia 
ngart  ahall  be  trananaittod  to  the  Cmtat  for  tha  UtUiatioa  if 
ladaral  Tarimelogy  by  Novamhar  1  of  aadi  year  ia  whiefa  it  ia  dim 

■C  a  MATUNALnCHKOLOGT  mOAL. 


(a)  Btennuteimrr.— Thara  ia  hereby  oatahliahad  a  Nattonai  Tbdi- 
aalogy  MadaL  which  ahall  be  of  aueh  dadgn  and  nateriali  and  bear 
ouch  inacriptiona  aa  the  PraaMant,  on  thanaaia of  raniunmindarioiia 
anbiBittod  the  OOloa  of  Sdanca  and  Tachnoiegy  Foliqr,  atey 


(b)  AuriUto.— The  Praaidant  ahall  poriodiealfy  aaaard  tha  awdaL  an 
toa^hadapfracnramaini^^  ha°dttf5  ain?ii^ 


GMaMithmrat. 


IS  use  aril. 
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IS  means. 


IS  use  3714. 


I  of  camteCMt  Mcdn  A  mt  to  oaeood  |19,<NNMN0  Itar  Ibo 
pSombor  80. 1981,  $40,000,000  far  tho  test  jw 

_ _  _ rSS;  150,000,000  far  tho  fima  ymt  mMm 

assmnrau,  and  I».OM,000  far  oMh  or tk*  OMslm 

wb«8MlaiBhorlO,1964,aMl9^ _ ^ 

(MlaodatfaatosMthorisstiOBSofowtopristfoB 
**• — ■  la  te  bo  aaoroofiotod  to  wm-m 

_ _ JOfartholfaeal^ - .a< 

far  tho  fheol  yooi 
lofthofioesl; 


- Mil981.l9.00Qy099 

1988,  and  |14,00IMN9  far 
>  8011988, 1984,  and  198A 
‘  (a)ndfa) 


No  por*— **  Aail  ho  mado  or  eoBtraets  diall  ha  oafand  biio 
punoMt  to  this  Act  oaoapt  to  aiidi  oKtoa*  or  in  wch  aaaoaadi  as  an 
prwHdad  hi  adnaioa  hiappnpriatina  Acta. 


Apprond  October  21, 1980. 


UBMLATIVIHBTOItY: 

HOUSE  KEPOar  Na.  SS-lUt  (Om.  «■ 

SEN^  fUEPpItr  Wa-SS-rtl  tOoM.  Ml 


OOWOSMOWHALSKOSO^Vaiia 


Wt8ItLY^oS5IS3fneS5w P9t8B>CNTlAL  DOCUIONtt,  V«l  IAN*.  41: 

oetsur  ■ 
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APPENDIX  B 


TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER  AGENT  QUESTIONNAIRE 

NAVAL  POSTGRADUATE  SCHOOL 

MONTCRCY.  CAUFORNIA  •  »3«40  n 


NC4(i4C()/nb 

17Jhm19B2 


PijirtwiBt  of  AdwtotttetMw  Sdiew 


n«i:  Dt.  J.  W.  CrttMoa.  fwhworof  HiMRiMint.  DipBrtiBtof  Adalalilntlw  ScfantM 

«K  OhMMlMLM 

a«b{:  Rw«tli  A1i>iBii;tHRiRfOf 

■nek  <^MBttoaMR»MTMbiialear‘n«"*te 

1.  Tto  pwROM  of  tbb  Mtar  b  to  wqom  ymt  MbHiiir*  ia  a  mtaich  piobct  lagiriHi^ 
laAaalasr  twrfir  aftott  aad  Ibab  Jolia,  A  Navy  ofBear  b  aMbtiag  m$  oMi  tbb  Mady.  Iba 
abtuWw  ot  «u  ptoM  b  to  datmaloa  tha  aMat  aObatbo  aMiboda  to  taOttata  taabaoloBr 
baaafat  to  both  tha  poblk  aad  pabala  wetac. 

1  Yoar  bbaratoiy  alaag  with  a  aawpRag  of  otbwawabahnaaatthaaaeloaadRaaatlBa 

aabA  Yoar  aawan  wOl  paoaMa  aabiabb  laCtiaMboa  apaa  wMah  a  data  ba*  caa  ba  aatab* 
hibtd  tapwhag  how  lahatatory  tathanliiBr  b  traaafawad.  Iha  auaoy  b  eaaOdtaUal  aad  tha 
aaiwaw  wM  ba  combiaad  tofithat  aid  piaaaaaad  aayaapdala.  No laapaaaa  boat  aay  b*aaa> 
taty  wM  ba  idiatIBad.  naaMeaaorMhaaefthbiaaaabiaahHBRy  wfldvaadapoayoar 


A  lha  aariaaad  ^aaMoaabn  dwaM  taht  appaartaaMy  BBaaa  adaalaa  to  eeaiplata 
■rf  tha  tbaa  ipaatlaaMbHiVwHhaarpa^bappaadalad.  It  b  MRaMdad  that  tha  aoaa> 
Naaaaba  bt  eaavMad  aad  tatataad  hi  lha  latalapi  pwatdad  by  M  My  INS.  Thaafc  yaa  tar 


QUESnONNAlRB 

ON 

TECHNOLOGY  TRANSFER 


mwktotteoH 
ttomOabb? 


at  the  fMtm  at  your  kbonUoy  thiough  wiiidi  tadmkal  infomutfaw  or 


2.  What  it  tho  orgaitaattaiud  tittt  ot  tho  indhrMoal  who  haodt  th*  offlot  datalbod  tborai? 


Bocauat  dUCnoiit  labotatoriat  may  hata  vailout  nanm  tar  tha  aotwm  to  th#  pnviout 
qaaaOoaa,  thay  wffl  ba  laflmid  to  in  this  tnmy  at  “Tadmology  TamliK  Onca'*  and  “Ttchnolocy 


3.  It  your  potMon  ta  Ttchnohigy  ‘nanttar  Aftnt  a  fUU-thna  or  part-tima  job? 

puiX-TIliB _  PART-TIME _ _ — . 

4.  How  many  aariatantt  doat  tha  Taehnoiotar  'nantfar  Aftnt  ham? 

FULL-TDIB _  PART-TIMB _ 

For  tha  piininati  ot  thia  qiiaaHownaha,  a  USER  it  any  ladiviihtal/orgtnUatkm  within  tha 

prirata  — * - and  induatqr)  or  pnbUe  aaetm  (atata  and  loeal  goanminont)  that  can  bana- 

Ot  tom  appHod  ttehnologiaa  laauUini  tom  Cadaml  timaiah  and  daraiopmant  Tha  toRowiag 


5.  What  it  tha  OMifRaiBnBliaBiathod  by  wfaicfattaaiB  Ioan>  about  TactanologyTranBteractifitiaa 

at  yonr  labomtory? 

-  paraonal  contact  by  technical  (RAD)  ataff 

-  thnnfhnawapaporaitielm 

-  thranfh  radio  or  triarWon  atoiim 

-  pttmmd  contaeta  made  by  a  Tadmolofy  Tranate  Staff  mambar 

■  by  rrard  at  month  bat  naan  iiaare 

-  thran^  contaeta  or  nawaiattata  (La.,  trade  aaaodationa,  Chamber  of 

Commaraa,  ate.) 

-  attending  eonteaiioea,  worfcahopa,  aaminara 

-  other.  Pbaae  anpiain: 


To  what  mtant  do  potential 


who  laqiaaat  your  aathtanoa  have  a  ipadik  ioviaat  which 


______  Soaaaantant  _ Graatwrtent 

7.  Which  matiwih  at  TbehMiofy  TbHtto  hit— ma  yon  moat  conunoniy  imobrad  with 
nitid?  (PltwaiaiyiSofthaMtowiagwltt"l’’baingthaiaoatcoiimwn.“2”b^thaaaeottd 
nmaLMd  “S’*  being  tha  thMoMatoamaaoniatainetioo.)  (Contimiad  on  next  paga) 
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tbt  um  in  dmlopiiif  and  piwtnttig  a 


Um  Taehnolocjr  Ttenate  OOea  aaiati 
pnpoaal  for  AtiMttnc  mppoft 
tka  Ttchaologjr  Tnute  Ofllaa  oondnctaaipaeialatudy  tortiwuaMr’toiganiiation 
tha  Ttahnolagjr  Tkaute  Ofliea  aida  tha  iiaar*t  otimisdion  Inrebdayinginfamation 
atoiad  in  aneb  data  hanhiaa  EIBS,  WTIS,  DIALOG,  ate. 

Tachnology  Ttanate  eonoapta,  aqnipiiiant,  ate.  aia  pnaantod  at  a  oonfawnca, 
aaaataar  or  iminhop  ataandad  Iv  uaais 
^rtaf  on»«»ona  tadudeal  aadatanea 

informtag  naan  ahottt  apodBl  labotatoty  lapoita  on  itudiM  lalate  to  tha  anata 

hartal  a  aaaiUng  Hit  to  aaad  to  uaata  apadaliaad  laporti,  Ba^nl*ttan,  ate. 
lnTlttn|Biatatopaitielpatalntliaimpliwnantattonofapac>aiadpto|iaintachnolo|y, 
a  conptttar  qritan^  ate. 
othac.  Plaaaaaxpte: 


Um  naxt  aaiiaa  of  qnaationa  wfll  late  to  taehncdoiy  tianaCn  proiaeta  For  tha  puipoaai  of 
tail  <|iMirtonnilfa,  a  tachnoioiy  tiandhr  pioiaet  ii  any  infonnatton  or  laritaanra  pnridad  aa  a 
MMilt  of  intainctton  batwaan  tha  mat  and  your  Ubontoty. 

8.  OniingtaallfiiofataduKdogytaaataarpiojaet,whatiBtlM|BflltfiaBtaflBiBataodofintar> 
aetta|witataaiHait  (Baaaa  indieata  only  ona.) 

_____  taeo-todjaea  dItHiatawia 
—  owr  taa  tatephona 

_  bymail 

_  computaroonfatandni 

.  a  eomhinatlan  of  tha  abow  UMtliodi 

_  otaar.  Flaaaa  onplain: 


9.  What  paroant  of  yoor  vork  day  ii  ^ant  intoaetini  with  uair^ _ %  of  day 

10.  Of  tha  tana  apantinteiactini  vita  naan,  piaaaa  indicate  tha  paicant  of  tana  you  qMnd  daily 
In  tha  foflowini  iotawctlona; 

_ %  faea^O'lhea  taaenatami 

*  ofor  taa  telapboM 


IL  Orar  tiM  p«ttwti*aiBoiitlii>ptMMladlettetiMnmilMrof  cggiBtatldUBiKtMiMllragtlis 
of  ttoM  itqpiMd  Cm  ooBq^atkM  by  tlw  Ttehaologjr  TteuCit  Oftic*. 

mnCBER OFPROJBCTS (XMIPLETED  LENGTH  OF  TDIE  TO  COMPLETE 

-  about  2  wMkt  at  iaaa 

-  —  batwaan  3  aad  4  oaaki 

-  about  241  moBtfaa 

-  about  44  mootba 

-  about  6  mouttaa  or  moia 

12.  Flaaaa  indieata  tha  numbar  of  projaeta  aad  tba  langtba  of  tbna  your  oCDoa  ia  cunaatty 
worUac  oa  with  uaML 

NUMBER  OF  PROJECTS  LENGTH  OF  TIME 

-  laa  tbaa  1  moath 

■—  1-3  aioatba 

'  —  3-6  aioatba 

-  6-12  Biootfaa 

-  12-24  moatba 

. —  om  24  aiontha 

» 

13.  WhaairorMa(wtthauaor,plaaatiadioatatbaCM!tarmidtrwiiiebyoaCialmootooaatraiaad: 
—  ttaia 

_______  aiooay  Cm  Tachaology  Ttaaafar  (Hfica 

■  iaaafildaot  naaibM  of  paiaodoal  oa  Tacbaolacy  'naaMar  Staff 

_  uudaM  daflaMon  of  potanttal  aaar*a  ptoblam 

_  otbar.  Plaaaa  aaplala; 


14.  What  aspaiiaiioafatBadpitor  to  your  pcaatat  Job  baa  baaaaioathalpAilia  your  piaaaat  Job? 


16.  Hoar  loaghaat  you  boon  ia  your  paooaatporiOoB? 

_______  6  Boutha  M  Iaaa 

_  Stoltnoutha 

_  UtoUBBontha 

_  IStoldnootha 

_  Moiatlwia4aMotha 
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16.  WlwB  yoa 


your  piMMit  job. 


you  gifta  any  of  tba  f<rib>wtiig  for  your  job? 


■padaUuwl  tiainiiig 

gohUbMi  or  ituadard  opontbig  pcooMhoM 
■  tmowr  fltoiii  tba  pnvkMU  Taebaology  TtaiiiCBr  Agent 
none  of  tbe  above 
otbn:  Ilaoaa  azplaitt: 


17.  Do  you  feel  that  you  needed  (Mr  would  have  beaafitad  tom  mch  training? 

YES _  NO _ 

18.  Do  yrmtaal  that  tbare  la  an  ade(|nata(»fflmunication  network  between  TacfanoiogyTiantfBr 
Agaata  in  otdar  to  kaap  up  to  data  with  current  tauTonnation? 

YES _  NO _ 

19.  Pleaaa  indicata  the  methoda  moat  uaed  by  you  to  keep  Infoimad  in  theTediaoiogy  Tianaflar 
flald  of  lataat  davalopmanta: 

oonteenaaa/wtHrkahopa 

Fadaaal  Labontoiy  Conaoithun  bullatina/nawiletteia 
opanUtamture 

dtacnaalona  with  other  tachnoiogy  tranallK  agenta 
other.  Plaaae  explain: 


20.  What  pereantaga  of  your  prajecti  are  twnaftribla  to  atate  or  looei  govaiamenta  or  private 
Induatiy? 

_  lamth«i30% 

_  30%to60» 

_  over  60% 

21.  Raaae  liat  three  tacton/ltoma  which  wooM  amW  yon  in  ■■■“■‘g  your  job  aa  a  Tachnoiogy 
Ikanate  Agent  more  eCbctive. 
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APPENDIX  C 

question  21  RESPONSES 


Question  21:* 


Please  list  the  three  factors /items  which  would  assist  you  in 
making  your  job  as  a  Technology  Transfer  Agent  more  effective. 

Response : 

31  more  support  and  recognition  from  management;  in¬ 

ternal  support  from  scientists  and  researchers; 
sponsoring  Federal  agency  recognition;  support, 
guidance  from  sponsoring  Federal  Agency  on  funding 
available  for  Technology  Transfer  activities 
(travel,  conferences,  publications,  free  con¬ 
sulting)  ;  greater  agency  backing  and  support  for 
Technology  Transfer  activities;  Institutionalize 
Technology  Transfer  activities  into  Agency  opera¬ 
tions;  less  other  duties 


25 

22 


13 

10 


additional  funding  (also  related: 
get,  line  item  budget) 


guaranteed  bud- 


more  interaction  between  Technology  Transfer 
Agents  or  users  (conferences,  forum  similar  to 
N^A  Tech  Briefs;  national  computerized  data  base 
on  technologies  and  expertise;  better  communica¬ 
tion  and  networking;  computer  system  for  storage 
and  retrieval;  more  information  "switchboard” 
activity  by  NSF/FLC  Program  Manager;  computerized 
matching  system  to  permit  labs  and  user  agencies 
to  identify  areas  of  interest  and  assistance; 
stronger  user-broker  network) 

more  staff 

concern  with  govertasent  (better  guidance  on  goals 
and  policies  of  ORTA  from  primary  sponsors  and  ad¬ 
ministration;  policy  from  0MB  favorable  to  Tech¬ 
nology  Transfer;  Technology  Transfer  concerns 


i 


*Numbers  indicate  number  of  respondents  listing  a  particu¬ 
lar  response. 


■'■s’ 
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factored  into  front-end  of  R&D  program  design; 
exception  to  federal  publishing  regulations  al¬ 
lowing  more  flexibility  in  desi^  of  documents 
and  audio-visuals  for  non  technical  end  users; 
resolution  of  conflict  between  Military  Critical 
Technology  and  Stevenson-wydler  Act;  understanding 
of  USM's  position  on  Technology  Treuisfer;  better 
guidance  from  DOD  on  treatsient  of  sensitive  areas; 
a  domestic  critical  technologies  list;  list  of 
U.S.  corporations  having  foreign  o%mership  or 
interest) 

more  time  (make  position  full-time) 

other  (training;  less  bureaucracy  from  users;  more 
space  and  equipment;  less  concern  by  administra¬ 
tion  over  who  should  be  conducting  research— gov¬ 
ernment  or  industry;  volunteer  program  at  lab  to 
provide  services  to  state  and  local  governments 
requesting  them) 

travel 

defining  problems  to  be  solved;  periodic  review 
of  R&O  needs  in  private  sector,  local,  and  state 
governments  to  see  what  help  the  federal  labs  can 
provide;  better  entry  into  private  industry 

public  affairs  and  public  relations  (10  minute 
film  illustrating  labs'  capaJsilities  that  would 
be  of  commercial  interest;  more  information  on  de¬ 
veloping  market  and  cost  information  for  products; 
media  euinoxmcexnents  describing  availability  of 
Federal  lab  technology) 
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